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BeforeSTEELE, Chief Justice]JACOBS andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER

This 30" day of June 2011, it appears to the Court that:

(1) The plaintiff-appellee, the State of Delawamas moved to
dismiss this appeal. For the reasons that foll@@conclude that the motion
to dismiss should be granted.

(2) The defendant-appellant, Dana Williams, apgédrom the
Superior Court’s December 2010 violation of protwat{“VOP”) sentences
in connection with three separate criminal mattengs conviction of
Assault in the Second Degree in 1996, his conwetiof Stalking and Non-
Compliance with Bond Conditions in 1999 and hiswotions of Assault in

a Detention Facility and Criminal Mischief in 2003The Superior Court



iImposed VOP sentences in those matters as foll@wears at Level V, to
be suspended for 3 years at Level 1V, in turn telpended after 1 year for
1 year at Level Il on the assault conviction; layat Level V on the
conviction of non-compliance with bond conditio®§; days at Level V on
the criminal mischief conviction; and probation @®viously imposed on
the conviction of assault in a detention facility.

(3) In this appeal from the Superior Court's VOEBntences,
Williams claims that there was insufficient evidermaresented at the hearing
to support the Superior Court’s finding of a VORI dhat the Superior Court
abused its discretion in imposing his VOP sentehces

(4) The record before us reflects that, in hisasobf appeal filed
on January 13, 2011, Williams designated the trgtsof the December
2010 VOP hearing. By letter on that same date, Gherk explicitly
instructed Williams either to file in the Superi@ourt a request for
transcript at State expense or arrange with thet ceporter for payment of
the transcript cost no later than January 27, 20The Supreme Court

docket reflects that Williams took no steps to obthe transcript.

! Williams presents no substantive arguments in st his claims.

2 Our independent review of the Superior Court decke Williams' three criminal
matters also reflects that Williams failed to resfube Superior Court to furnish him with
the VOP hearing transcript at State expense, &siated by the Clerk.



(5) Itis well-established that this Court willtn@view legal issues
on appeal that are not fully and fairly presentedhie appellant’'s opening
brief?> The Rules of this Court require the appellandésignate and order
for transcription those portions of the proceeditigst are relevant to the
claims made on appealand to include in the opening appendix those
portions of the transcript of the proceedings bebsnrare necessary to give
the Court a fair and accurate account of the cantexvhich the claimed
error occurred. Williams’ failure to include the hearing trangatriwith his
appeal precludes our appellate review of his cldim&s such, his appeal
must be dismissed.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that this appeal is
DISMISSED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Jack B. Jacobs
Justice
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